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Goal is to provide overview of HCP/NCCP effortsatork with the BDCP,
but coordination issues are not limited to HCP/NG@fBrts;

Term “integration” of BDCP and local HCP/NCCPsnappropriate since the
plans must remain legally separate. It's about miming conflict and
maximizing benefit, not integration.

Background
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Between San Francisco Bay and Lake Tahoe, ther@sareany as nine local
HCPs and NCCPs that together create a potentgd-scale corridor to
provide important habitat for endangered terrdsspacies. All five Delta
counties have HCPs or NCCPs that are a part otdnrgdor. It is essential
that all of these plans launch so species havéterlmhance of adapting to
climate change. There is no other place in Calitowith this type of habitat
potential, including the variations in elevatiorcessary for species success.
The BDCP need to work diligently with the local HC&nd NCCPs to ensure
the states realizes the maximum potential of thisiaor.

Only two are NCCPs, Yolo County and Eastern CoGtrata County

3 plans still under development, Yolo, Sacrame8tiano; all scheduled for
completion at same time as BDCP

Although BDCP’s outreach to Yolo County has beeadgand there has been
some outreach to other plans as well, the BDCHhbbaeeached out
sufficiently to all counties. There is room for innpement.

The conflict between BDCP and the local HCP/NCGRbeé impact of
BDCP'’s proposals to create fish habitat and nevasgtfucture on local
HCP/NCCP conservation strategies for endangereesteal species.

Recommendationsfor the BDCP

o
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Given many significant BDCP decisions this summatreach to all
HCP/NCCPs must ramp up quickly to minimize conflict

Issues complicated to resolve and involve compesiatewide goals —
improving water supply reliability and preservingdangered species.
Coordination is possible and could be mutually fiers, but don’t rush
discussions. Each plan is different and has diffieissues.

Local plans also should have funding to ensuretald participate.

Example: Yolo County Natural Heritage Program
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Yolo is having productive conversations with BaytBe&onservation Plan to
minimize conflict and explore opportunities for mak benefit

Last month, Yolo did not receive a grant from tHe@RYVS to continue
planning efforts — ability to coordinate with BD@erefore compromised
because plan will be on hold for lack of funding.

BDCP received a $700,000 grant from the USFWS tiindbe same grant
cycle. Sacramento’s plan received a $400,000 grant.
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Yolo has two key issues in addition to fundingsEidetermining which plan
gets credit for conservation efforts in overlappangas, since wildlife
agencies must permit both plans. Second, ensuié8DCP does not place
undue burdens on the local plans.

Example: If BDCP converts large acreage of grasisanto fish habitat, then
the agencies may find that Yolo’s plan can’'t méetNCCP standard because
of insufficient remaining grasslands habitat.

Example: Flooding for fish habitat in the Bypasaymeduce habitat for the
giant garter snake, requiring identification of diddal habitat for the snake.
[Note: If this happens, the garter snake is likelynove from the Bypass into
the agricultural ditches. Without Yolo’s HCP/NCGewill be difficult for
farmers to navigate the regulatory process.]

Other coordination issues

o

o

o

BDCP conservation measures have impacts on staeyoials other than
terrestrial endangered species protection, whitheigocus of this panel.
These goals include flood protection, habitat fognating waterfowl, and
agricultural land preservation.

BDCP needs to quickly ramp up its efforts to adsliegpacts on these other
statewide goals, in coordination with local goveemt) including extensive
public outreach with local stakeholders and fundmgnsure adequate
information is available to balance competing goals

These conversations are starting to take placeshwolo appreciates, but
more work needs to be done quickly.

Example: Fremont Weir modification conservation mega

= BDCP proposes to flood the Yolo Bypass more fretjueamd for a
longer duration to provide habitat for salmon aplittsil.

= If the additional flooding makes it impossible fare farming to
continue in the Bypass, the farmers will no longeavide the current
vegetation management that ensures adequate fégaatity or the
food for migrating waterfowl.

» Yolo thinks it's possible to find a balanced sabatithat maintains rice
farming, but the BDCP timeline does not allow foemtification of
such balanced solutions. The agricultural impatte® Fremont Weir
conservation measure have not yet been analyzbdugh a decision
is pending this summer.

= The BDCP proposes 3000 cubic-feet/second to 60bi2-¢aet/second
over the Fremont Weir, for example, with an optiorend flooding by
May 15". Rice farming could not continue with a flood daféMay
15" because it takes 2-3 weeks for the Bypass to airgiad then 1-2
weeks to prepare the ground; crop insurance kitkistihe farmer
can’t plant by June®1 So there’s a clear need for further evaluation of
what'’s possible before committing to flooding amtsuor dates.

0 We encourage the committee to hold additional hgaron these other

coordination issues in the future.



